/ Letter 293 


Kehoe, Barbara (ENV 


rrom: Ann Safir [safir@mediaone. net] mE & anna 
Sent: | Tuesday, June 05, 2001 11:56AM UN, 3 2008 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: Support for new runway at Logan . «AB o A 
we cE) 


I ama flight attendant for American. Airlines based at Logan International 
Airport. I would: like to voice my support for runway 14/32. I fly in and 
out of Logan hundreds of times a year and take-off and landing delays are 
something I face on an almost daily basis. The new runway will reduce these 
delays by 1/3, eliminating a lot of wasted time and money for everyone who 
uses the airport. There are also environmental benefits as outlined in 
environmental document number EOEA#10458. Between 500 and 700 tons of 
pollution will be eliminated by less idling on taxiways and circling 
overhead waiting for clearance. Noise will also be reduced by directing 
flights over Boston Harbor instead of neighborhoods surrounding Logan. 


Boston is a world class city with a second rate airport due to insufficient 
runways for the amount of traffic. Logan is consistently on the list of top 
ten airports in the country for delays. This problem can be alleviated by 
building the new runway. 


I urge you to decide favorably on this matter for the good of the traveling 
public and the citizens of Massachusetts. Thank you. 


Ann Safir 
355 Highland Street 
aston, MA 02493 


Letter 294 


Pace 1of 1 


Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) ‘ 


From: Geoffrey Smith [geoffsmith@mediaone.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2001 11:53 PM 

To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 

Subject: New Runway. at Logan 


_ Geoffrey A. Smith 

40. Myles Standish Rd © 
Weston MA, 02493 
geoffsmith@mediaone.net 


Robert Durand . 
Secretary Environmental Affairs 
barbara. kehoe@state.ma.us 


Dear Mr. Durand 


| wish to voice my support for the construction of a new runway at Boston's Logan international Airport. | do 
this for a few key reasons. a 

| travel out of Logan quite frequently and often there are delays because the winds are not blowing, correctly 
for the optimum traffic handling. This has lost me precious time and | have missed many connections at other 
~ airports because of this. The new Runway, 14/32 would allow Logan to have more efficient handling of traffic 
when the winds blow from the southeast or Northwest, when in the present configuration they could only 
operate one runway. With the addition of the new runway, Logan would be able to land two runways when 
conditions were as stated, there for increasing traffic flow knocking Logan out of the top 10 for delays, cutting 
them by a third. . 

This is better for Boston residents and the environment as well though. The new runway would allow for 
more departures over the water, reducing the amount of noise pollution heard by Boston residents, by directing 
75,000 more flights a year out over Boston Harbor. It will also cut night time flights by 15% because of the 
removal of delays, there for reducing the amount of noise at night. Because there is less time spent on the 
ground waiting to take-off, less pollution will be given off by these aircraft, between 500 and 700 
tons, benefiting the Boston Locals in that way. 

The need for this runway is quite obvious. The number of take-off's at Logan have gone down by 6% but yet 
delays went up showing that Logan's present runway configuration is clearly not optimized for most efficient 
handling of traffic.as these problems are not caused by airline scheduling. . 

Thank you for your time and attention to an issue that is important to myself and the many others who use - 
Boston's Logan international frequently. | received my data from the environmental document number 
EOEA#10458. a 


Sincerely, 
Geoffrey A. Smith 
A distressed Logan Traveler 


Letter 295 


June 5, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlmgton, MA 01803 


Re: LOGAN AIRPORT RUNWAY 14/32 
Dear Mr. Silva, 


As a frequent flyer using Logan Airport, I need to voice my opinion on the 
proposed Runway 14/32. Runway 14/32 and the other airside projects will improve local 
air quality as aircraft spend less time idling on taxiways and circling overhead. Witha 
new runway, 500-700 tons per year of pollution will be eliminated. Everyone will 
ultimately realize less noise and air pollutions because flight delays will be dramatically 
decreased. 


I would appreciate anything your agency can do to facilitate a new runway. 
Thank you for your consideration. 


Kevin F. Harrington 


114 Gay Street 
Westwood, MA 02090 
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Letter 296 


RONALD A. FAMA 
11 St. Anne Road 
East Weymouth, MA 02189 


June 6, 2001 


John C. Silva, Manager Environmental Programs 
Airports Division ANE —6000 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA 018093 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing as a private citizen who is the appointed community advisory commit tee 
person for Weymouth. I’m writing to express my firm opposition to the proposed 
creation of a new runway known as 1432. The purported reason expressed by Massport 
in support of runway 1432 is delay reduction. I believe this to be untrue and a 

subterfuge. I believe the real reason Massport desires 1432 is to increase capacity and 
thereby enhance revenues and enrich Massport. These are not merely collateral 

assertions since 1432 as proposed by Massport would only alleviate delays in landing 
approximately ten out of 365 days, when strong northwest winds preclude the use of 
other configurations. Further, and more importantly, 1432 would be approximately 5,000 
feet in length, which is insufficient (barely usable) by over 60% of the regional jet traffic, 
which is part of the fleet mix at Logan Airport —currently between 15 and 19%. Most 
pilots of the vast majority of R.J. traffic would decline runway 1432 in preference for 
longer runways. In addition to being poor business sense (except for a few powerfu 1 
bureaucrats) runway 1432 is an environmental disaster. In the matter of severe noise 
impact which according to the World Health Organization, ANSI, FTA, FRA, OECD, 
and others, the level of significant impact is 55db DNL especially for aircraft operations 
between the hours of 10:00pm and 7:00am (nighttime hours). The only other agency that 
utilizes 65db DNL is the Department of Defense (fighters, bombers, heavy military cargo 
and transports). The assertion that 65 DNL is the level of significant impact is simply not 
true and not sustainable. 


Since health related issues have been virtually ignored in the Town of Weymouth, 

through the use of spurious criteria such as 65db DNL, I will enumerate a few based upon 
studies of 850 groups and specifically groups in the Seattle Washington area. Aviation 
Pollution: Aircraft operations have a ground level effect further than 20 miles from the 
airport. Weymouth is less than half of that in aircraft distance. One aircraft take -off can 
burn up thousands of pounds o f fuel. Air pollution levels from one 747 take -off is similar 
to setting the local gas station on fire and then flying it over residential areas. One DC 10 
take-off is equal to air pollution levels of approximately 21,530 automobiles. Pollution 
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from just one two-minute 747 take-off is equal to 2.4 million lawn mowers (about three 
states worth). NEAR THE NATION’S AIRPORTS THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT 
INCREASES IN CANCERS, HEART DISEASE, RESPIRATORY DISEASES 
AND OTHER SERIOUS ILLNESSES: King County International Airport Zip Code 
Health Data showed significantly higher mortality rates than the overall City of Seattle 
averages: 1) 48% higher deaths from all causes; 2) 57% higher heart disease; 3) 36% 
high cancer deaths; 4) 83% higher pregnancy complication rate; 5) 57% higher asthma 
rate; and 6) six year less life expectancy (incredibly, the same as a third world country). 
Also all agencies must be cognizant that aircraft noise is more annoying, and more than 
an annoyance. According to the US —EPA noise is a serious health hazard. Noise 
interferes with children’s cognitive development, language acquisition and learning. 
Sustained exposure to noise can lead to cardiovascular disorders (as previously stated ) 
Noise increases aggressive behavior. Noise leads to sleep deprivation. (A most brutal 
and inhumane form of torture utilized illegally in interrogation). Noise diminishes 
unquestionably and profoundly the quality of life. Aircraft noise produces marked 
reductions in residential property value. 


With reg ard to environmental justice, individuals do not have to be black to be poor. My 
neighborhood is composed of young families and families of very, very modest 


resources. These families are unable to move away from their tormentors and they are 
unable to allocate substantial much need resources for lawsuits or remedy through the 
courts. We rely upon the agencies such as MEPA and the authorities in the federal 
government who are charged with protecting us from industrial pollution (airline). THE 
VERY FIRST PRECEPT OF CIVILIZED SOCIETY IS TO PROTECT EACH OTHER 
FROM HARM. I can go on to describe the subterfuge acronym P.R.A.S. but these are 
well documented within your organization. There is no good business reason other than 
pernicious business greed to impleme nt runway 1432 until such time as real and lasting 
solutions such as true regionalization, intense pursuit of ACELA railway, peak period 
pricing, establishing new cargo termini, particularly for egregious nighttime airport 
activities and operation and up grade of FAA facilities and methodology, have been 
exhausted. 


I thank all concerned parties for affording serious attention to these matters of grave 
importance to the citizens of Weymouth, Massachusetts. If I have left any questions 


unanswered, I can be contacted at (781) 340 -0386. 


Sincerely yours, 


Ronaid A. Fama, CAC Member 


Weymouth, Massachusetts 


Jf 
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ye Pal-30. O85 


1. Why do the FAA and Massport use 65DNL instead of the ANSI] and 
WHO standard of 55 DNL? Massport and the FAA ignore the worldwide 
acceptance of the 55 DNL standard in defense of abusive practices. Only 
the FAA and the DOD use the 65 DNL standard to determine dangerous 


impact. 

\\) 2. Why are Weymouth, Hingham, ee Beaiitiee: the three most im! 
areas (See LAIPP ES — page 1® under the preferred option, not measured 
for noise, vibration, and environmental impacts? We, Weymouth, Braintree, 

and Hingaam, do not have any noise measurement devises within the towns. 


Pal 


_ When did Massport and the FAA decide that six (6) hours or less sleep Bart, Wy 
ae not constitute a severe health hazard to sleeping families in residential Geul ee 
neighborhoods that are now impacted? Is this not dangerous? Was there a 
sincere effort made to deterrnine the impacts of nighttime operations on 
residential communities where sleep deprivation and interruption 1s an 
ignored reality? If so, what studies were used? What doctors were | 

onsulted? 


4, When did the nighttime hours go from 10:00pm — 7:00am to no nighttime 
relief? Who made this pernicious decision? What were the studies 
conducted, if any? Who conducted them? 


5. PRAS has been noted throughout the documentation but in practice it 1 a 
ruse, a diversion and totally ineffective and has been rejected by the CAC as 
ineffective, It is fundamentally flawed in concept because regardiess of 
configuration the aircraft transit the same area on the ground (see flight path 
data tracings for the South Shore). Also it is vastly underutilized, The FAA 
traffic manager and the Air Transport Association both said they couldn't 
even guarantee 50% usage of PRAS once 1432 is built. PRAS has never 
been used successfully except as a ruse and a smokescreen. 


6, Why is the performance by the FAA (flights routinely cross the coastline 
below 6,000 feet—a level that is insufficient to protect residents under the 
flight paths from noise and vibration) tolerated. See all stats for Z22R & i 
departures, 4R & L departures and landings (4R & 4L artivals turn under 
power over residential neighborhoods creating the negative characte eristics of 
departures), 33 departures and arrivals, 15 departures, 4 departures, 2° 
departures and arrivals. 


Table 8. Runways 22R/22L Shoreline Crossings Above 6,000 Feet 


Leideeiont Number of Tracks | Number Above Percentage Above 
|___ Through Gate 6000 Fee 6000 Feet 


Revere Gate 
Swampscott Gate 


Marblehead Gate 
Hull 2 Gate 

Hull 3 Gate 
Cohasset Gate 


7. Runway 27 


On September 15, 1996, the FAA implemented a new departure procedure for Runway 27. In 
accordance with the provisions of the Record of Decision issued for the Runway 27 EIS, 

. Massport has been providing on-going radar flight track data and analysis to the FAA with 
respect to the new procedure. Once the FAA has completed its review and made any changes 
needed to achieve the objectives of the procedure, Massport will commence on-going Homlorne 
and reporting with respect to Runway 27. 
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Supplemental DEIS/FEIR a ve 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway touchdown) 
1 Mile from Touchdown = 500 ft. orLess 5 Miles from Touchdown = 2,000 ft. or Less 10 Miles from Touchdown = 3,000 ft. or Less 


Notes: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path 


s Figure 6.2-2 
sport Flight Tracks for Arriving Turboprop Aircraft on All Runways 
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mental Consequences . 6-13 
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gar Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway departure) 


1 Mile from Takeoff= 1,000 ft. or Less 5 Miles from Takeoff = 2,000 ft. or More 10 Miles from Takeoff = 4,000 ft. or More 


Notes: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path 
Jet departures cross the shoreline of the Southshore at or above 6,000 ft. 


= | Figure 6,2-3 
! Flight Tracks for Departing Jet Aircraft on All Runways 
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ogatr Airside Improvements Planning Project 


Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway departure) 


1 Mile from Takeoff= 1,000 ft. or Less 5 Miles from Takeoff = 2,000 ft. or More 10 Miles from Takeoff = 4,000 ft. or More : 


Note: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path 


—= . : -* Figure 6,2-4 
L Flight Tracks for Departing Turboprop Aircraft on All Runways 
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Supplemental DEIS/FEIR 


Aircraft Altitude Along the Flight Path (from runway touchdown) 


1 Mile from Touchdown = 500 ft. orLess 5 Miles from Touchdown = 2,000 ft. orLess 10 Miles from Touchdown = 3,000 ft. or Less 


Notes: Mileage rings are for reference only and do not indicate actual distance along the flight path i ‘ 
Alljet arrivals descend from 11,000 ft. to 6,000 ft. entering final approaching airspace 


» «Figure 6,2-] 


eae | 


vort i Flight Tracks for Arriving Jet Aircraft on Ail Runways 
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27 Mt. Vernon Road Eas Letter 29/ 


az: 
East Weymouth, Massachusetts 02189 


June 7, 2001 “JUN 8 2001 


HEPA 
Massachusetts Environmental Protection Agency 
251 Causeway Street 
suite 900 
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Attention: Mr. Arthur Pugsley 
Gentlemen: 


My home address, above. The noise and pollution from 
airplanes to and from Logan Airport is UNBEARABLE. 


I read in the Patriot Ledger that Hingham and Cohasset 
citizens have met with Mass Port and negotiated a 
settlement ~- I guess the settlement is fly the planes 
over my house. It has to stop. It is totally unhealthy. 
I cannot sleep and neither can my elderly parent, 

who cannot walk but is hoping to learn to walk again 
after 4 years. However, she cannot get any sleep; so 
her therapy is not always successful. 


I am told that since the South Weymouth Air Station is . 
no longer operating, commercial aircraft have taken 

to flying over this new air space. This new routing © 

‘has affected the air space over my house. The planes 

are VERY LOW and VERY NOISY. I learned from the person 
from Weymouth who is on the Citizens Advisory Committee 
regarding planes/Logan Airport/runway matters that one 
“hight in May he counted 121 flights over his house between 
the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. the next morning. This 
gentlemen lives less than 1/4 mile from my house. 


Please -~ get these planes away from our area. We cannot 
exist with tlhe physical and mental stress that it is 
causing us. Weymouth is not rich like Hingham and 
Cohasset; we do not have big money to fight, -but WE ARE 
PEOPLE TOO. 


Please let me know what you think. I hope you are 
willing to see our point of view. 


T k° you, 


‘Ch! Ba. ae wa 


Diana A. Ferman 


Letter 298 


Janice Leonard 
194 Westminster Rd. 
Weymouth, MA 02189 


June 3, 2001 


John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

FAA New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing you to state my opinion that the new Runway 14/32 should not be built. In 
the past couple of years, Logan Airport has dramatically increased the amount of 
airplanes flying over the South Shore. We cannot handle any more planes. I live in 
Weymouth and already I have to wear ear plugs in order to get to sleep at night and I 
cannot open the windows. The planes fly too low and are too loud and are constant all 
day long well into the evening hours. There are hundreds each day. 


Logan Airport has its problems. But you cannot build a new street in someone’s back 
yard to clear up the traffic on a conjested highway. Well, in my opinion this is what the 
FAA is trying to do and it is wrong. The noise pollution is already terrible in this area. 
With the new runway, the noise pollution will be horrendous in Weymouth and in other 
South Shore towns, and the pollution from the emissions from all of these planes will be 
at dangerous levels. 


The increase of planes flying over my home has dramatically increased since the 
Weymouth Navy Base stopped using their runway. We cannot handle any more planes in 
this area. I have lived here in Weymouth for 16 years. What used to be a peaceful 
neighborhood is now a noisy neighborhood right next to an airport. If this runway gets 
built and this area is destroyed even more from the constant jet noise, the property value 
is going to plummet on my home and for all of the homes in this area. 


I have seen the map of the new runway 14/32 and I know from first hand experience that 
this is above and beyond what the South Shore can handle. It might eliminate some 
delays at the airport, but it will destroy Weymouth and other South Shore towns. I hope 
the right people make the right decision. Please vote against the new runway 14/32. 
Thank you. 


Sincerely, 
Poriet Reman 
Janice Leonard 


SUN 07 2001) 


‘<ehoe, Barbara (ENV) | / | vA 


roi: mtgdr [mtgdr@erols.com] : Lette fd 2 9 9 


Sent: Wednesday, June 06, 2001 10:17 AM 
To: Kehoe, Barbara (ENV) 
Subject: | Please open runway 


- logan is a mess, and even more apprent as one travels the country through 
airports that work. 


instead of laboring over stress stories, I simply implore you to do what you 
can for the new runway 


Jay Houllahan 
Winchester, MA 


/ Letter 300 


June 6, 2001 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attn: MEPA Office | 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley-EOEA No. 10458 GM 7 909) 
251 Causeway Street : Bye he 
Boston, MA 02114 


I am writing this letter in support of the desperately needed, proposed runway 
14/32. Recently, my family and I were returning from a vacation when our plane 
experienced mechanical difficulties. Prior to landing, we had to circle the area while the 
pilot tried to remedy the situation. When we landed, fire apparatus was on the runway. 
Other landing planes were forced to circle and wait for our fortunately safe landing, and 
those departing also were delayed. The additional runway would enable operations to 
continue. 

Logan Airport is crucial to the economic prosperity of New England. Ease of 
_ transportation is essential for development and growth. The proposed Runway 14/32 will. 
help accomplish on-time airline scheduling. The new runway should be a welcome 
addition to the airport and the surrounding areas. It is a win-win situation. Air quality 
would improve as aircraft could take-off and land promptly, reducing pollution. Noise in 
_neighborhoods near the airport would be reduced, since flights would instead be directed 

over the harbor. 

The time has come for a new runway. 


Singtel: 


ge 
ad f, C7 
David G. ean . 
3 Pilgrim Drive 
Winchester, MA 01890 


ec. US Senator Edward Kennedy — 
US Senator John Kerry 7 


Robert L. Swanson, Jr. 


7 Stratford Road 
Winchester, MA 01890 


Mr. John Silva, Manager 
Capital Programs 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Box 510 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Letter 301 


_ April 5, 2001 


I am writing to let you know that I vigorously support the Logan Airport 


Runway 14/32 project. I have been a weekly traveler from Logan since 1981 and 


have become increasingly frustrated with Logan Airport’s constant delays. These 


delays, if not resolved, will seriously impact the economic vitality of Massachusetts 


and New England. I believe the runway 14/32 project is critical to solving this. 


I look forward to you working on behalf of Massachusetts to solve this 


problem by supporting this project. 


Yours sincerely, 


Md 


Robert L. Swanson, Jr. 


APR 69 200) 


Letter 302 


Runway 
Comiuients: . 


My name is Joshua Aranov. My wife and I are homeowners in Winthrop. We are also 
frequent flyers. In y2000, I took over forty round trips flights out of Logan; my wife flies several times 
ayear, also. We are also involved in a summer program for local kids which receives very generous 
support from MassPort. So I hope you accept that our opinions aren’t just selfish or one-sided, but 
balanced. 

So we are close neighbors to, and frequent users of, the airport. As neighbors, frequent flyers, motorists, 
and Taxpayers, we want to be sure that any tax dollars spent to make Logan better, really do make it better, 
and not worse. 


Our concern about the proposed runway is that it is an inadequate solution to a difficult overcrowding 
problem; it isa “patch”, not a“plan”. It doesn’t deal with the greater problem, namely, the ever- 
increasing traffic of people, cargo, aircraft, cars, trucks, trains, and EVERYTHING ELSE, at Logan, on 
the connecting routes to downtown Boston, and the immediately surrounding area. 


Tam a system troubleshooter by profession; So when J look at a problem, I usually ask “What’s wrong? 


, “Where is it wrong?”, and “How dol fix it?” Ilook at Logan’s problems the same way. 


bAdecelie wrong? 
)} Well, the first obvious thing that’s wrong, is your assumption that we can keep on growing Logan, in 
passenger and plane trips, without running into problems. 

It is very clear to air passengers that Logan is already beyond its capacity, in the peak hours, to quickly 
and conveniently handle everyone trying touse it. Increasing flights into an already overloaded airport 
won’t help the situation. 

2) The second thing that is wrong, is your assumptions, that, if the new runway is built, and you can 
process more passengers per hour, that the passengers will have somewhere to go once they’re on the 
ground. 

We are already gridlocked on the ground) We don’t just have a jammed airport, we have a jammed 
ground transport system. Thisis bad for business and bad for Boston. 

3) The third thing that is wrong is that Logan was built a long time ago, for far less traffic. Since the 
1960’s and 70’s, more and more people are flying, and the numbers keep growing up andup. We've 
also gone from 707’s to 747’s. When a 707 used to land at Logan, 100 people needed acab. Whena 

47 now lands at Logan, 300 people need a cab. And there are many, many more landings now. 
So while we have had this enormous increase in traffic, in the past 30 years, ALL of the following things 
have NOT changed, at all: 
the physical size of the airport 
the size of the Callahan and Sumner tunnels 
the size of Rt 1A 
the size of all the ramps 
the size of the local streets in East Boston 
the size, for example, of the “frontage” of terminal on which used to be TWA, United, and Delta. It’s 
STILL TWA, United, and Delta, and the front part of that terminal, where the cars and buses pull up, is 
STILL only about 150’ long ! 
Now some things HAVE things have changed: 
© We have the Ted Williams tunnel. It’s a beautiful tunnel, but there are no approaches to it, yet, on 
either end, and anyway, most of us aren’t allowed to use it. So it isn’t a factor. . 

¢ Oh, and one other thing has changed, the traffic in Boston. I don’t have to tell you that it has gotten 
worse, and there is no hope of it getting better until the Big Dig is done, maybe by 2008: and eres 
the traffic will still be bad even then.. I hope not.. 
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If we compare Logan to LaGuardia, which is also overloaded, and also on the FAA’s trouble list, we see 
that LaGuardia is well served by three major highways; the LIE, and the Grand Central go right past its 
front door, the Van Wyck terminates at it, and there are many local streets in Queens which are wide, 
straight, and numerous, by our standards. Logan doesn’t even have good access to even ONE interstate 
highway. 


4) The fourth thing that is wrong is that we are overcrowded in the air. There were at least three 
aircraft collisions on the taxiways in the past year. I don’t have counts of near misses or aborted 
landings, but, I SEE THEM, looking out my windows, out in the neighborhood, or boating out on the 
harbor, we often see aircraft breaking away from their normal approach, and making some unusual 
matieuvers to get out of the way of the next plane, circle around, and try again. I assume the aborted 
landings are because there was another plane on the runway, or crossing the active runway, or other. 
mistakes that happen when you are overbusy and overcrowded. We see a LOT of these. If you listen to 
the air traffic controllers on a vhf radio, they are talking so fast they sound like an auctioneer selling off a 
farm, not like a controller landing airplanes. 

My wife just got back from a charter trip. They landed at the International terminal said didn’t even have a 
gate, a bus met the plane out on the taxiway, they were whisked right through customs, who also didn’t 
have time te deal with them, they were so busy. . 

Again, things just so busy in the air, that mistakes seem inevitable. 

2) Things are also wrong on the ground. Because of the crowding in the air, in the terminals, and on 
the ground, business people from other parts of the country HATE coming to Boston, and for good reason. 
They arrive in a crowded airport, fight to get their luggage, and fight to get their rental car. 

Before they even leave the airport property, the police have their route to the south blocked off, and they 

- are forced to go north on Rt. 1A, even if the directions they have say to take 93 south. 

So right away, they’re lost. And, they’re are in a traffic jam on 1A, because of the light at the Madonna 
shrine. If they manage to turn around, they are back in another crazy jam at the Summer tunnel. Is this the 
kind of “Welcome” wé warit meet our visitors with? Especially business people, who are here to make 
some money, and maybe create some jobs? What kind of “Welcome to Boston” is that? 

So things are wrong on the ground. 

3) Things are also wrong in terms of fairness, and demographics. Mayor Menino has already 
spoken about the unfairness of placing ALL of Boston’s air traffic only over the folks living close by 
Logan. Studies show that business flyers living here, and using Logan, overwhelmingly, live between 
routes 128 and 495. 

But the people who are being asked to suffer ALL of the inconvenience of living next to an airport—ALL 
of it, the noise, the fumes of burned and unburned fuel, burning rubber smells from the aircraft tires —ALL 
of this is being borne by the folks that don’t fly. They are the older folks, and young immigrant families 
in Hast Boston and Chelsea, or working class people in Winthrop and Southie. . The real users of the 
airport are people who live in Newton and Lexington, Acton and Ashland, Medfield and Walpole. 

Not Eastie and Chelsea. Why shouldn’t the folks who USE the airport bear SOME of its inconveniences? 


4) We are also worried that safety isn’t your top priority, and this is also wrong. We live so close by, 
we naturally worry about safety. Thank G-d Logan hasn’t had a major accident since the 70’s. 
But the activity at the airport is ‘se hectic, that an accident, at some point, seems inevitable. We are afraid, 
that if, G-d forbid, something bad happens, it is going to happen right in our neighborhood. We have 
ightmares about fishing people out of the harbor, or trying to get to them in the marshes, which are 
inaccessible. When the Orient Heighis yacht club caught fire, we looked across the water, saw something, 
oblong and light-colored on the beach, burning fnriously, our first thoughts were “Oh my god, we lost a 
plane”. Then we got a better look, and saw it was only the boat club building, but an accident is never far 
from our minds. If the traffic at Logan was less hectic, errors would be ee likely, and we would worry a 
little less. 


How do we fix it? 

1) First, we need to change our approach: we need to STOP aslking “how can we jam more 
people into Logan”, and start thinking “how can we efficiently move people thru our region”?, 
--including thru Logan. Adding more flights to an overcrowded system isn’t an answer. 


2) Second, we need to work aggressively on a regional traffic sharing plan between Logan, Manchester, 
Gréen., Worcester, and maybe even Bradley. 

I know that Massport’s charter is only te run Boston harbor and its airport, also, that Massport takes in 

money, in landing fees, terminal rental, parking, and so forth, from all the activity at Logan. But the system 

is overstressed. Maybe it’s time for Massport to take a leadership position, and perhaps even taking in a 

few less dollars at Logan, in order to relieve stress on air travelers, maybe Massport should be working 

harder with their counterparts.in RI, NH and CT , to become regional partners in keeping the traffic 
moving, instead of looking at Manchester and Providence as competitors for airport revenue. 

3) Third, we need to start using Hanscom and Norwood. Fedex used to operate out of Hanscom. 

Hanscom can certainly handle regional traffic. Norwood is mostly general aviation, but the fact is BOTH 

of these airports are very close to Route 128, and Logan just isn’t. We need to use them alot more. We 

also need good ground transport between all of them. . 

4) Fourth, we need to start using Worcester airport more aggressively. Worcester has two problems; it is 
high up on a hill (meaning fog & snow), and, it has no good highway access. We can plow the snow, 
and make instrument landings, access is a bigger problem, there is no easy way from the airport to the 
Masspike, or 290, or 495. How about building a parking garage at the turnpike exit in Worcester, and 
have shuttle busses from there, going up Rt. 122 to the airport? The airport is there. Why aren’t we 
using it? 

5) Fifth, we need to stop using Logan for Cargo, at least during peak hours. A few Fridays ago I looked 
out my window, late in the afternoon, and saw a Fedex DC10 coming in. I am willing to bet that 
there was a 737 stuffed with business people, being held at the gate in Newark, or worse, circling over 
Providence, that would have loved to take that landing slot, on a Friday, instead, we’ re landing cargo. 
Why? 

6) Sixth, ban general aviation from Logan, there is no time for it. . 

7) Seventh, ban any aircraft who want to use Logan only infrequently. 

T am sure the airport would run more smoothly, if the only pilots flying in and out of it were doing it on 

their regular daily run; they won’t need any extra help finding the right taxiway, they know where their 

gateis,andsoforth . - 

8) Hight: Ban all private cars from Logan. This would be a tough decision, but would be a tremendous 
help to commuters on 1A, and anyone trying to catch aflight ON TIME. We could combine this with 
more satellite parking outside the airport, and good shuttle bus service. 

9) Nine: Get rid of the light at the Madonna shrine on Rt 1A. This is DISASTER for Logan traffic. 

We have GOT to stop using Rt. 1a as parking lot for the overflow of cars from the airport. We need an 

overpass very badly at this light. (rep Deleo is working on this) 

10) Ten: After getting rid of the lights at the Madonna shrine, you will probably need te re-engineer the 
intersection at Bell Circle, and perhaps Rt 60 also. . 

11) Eleven: Lower the price of the water shuttle, it is double what it should be. Add more docks on the 
Boston side of the harbor. This is one place where we’re NOT crowded, lets start using it. Stop 
treating the water shuttle like a hobby, and start moving volumes of people on it. 

12} Twelve: Access by the T. It is a shame that when the airport T station was built, it was built nowhere 
near the terminals. It is probably too late to design a loop into the blue line, so passenger could get 
off the train AT the terminals, instead of carrying their luggage up and down stairs, and on and off a 
bus. If we eliminate the extra step of the bus, maybe we can get more people to use the T. For 
example, the airport in Amsterdam used to be designed like a stack of pancakes. the bottom level was 
the subway, the next one up was the intercity train, then next one up was for busses, the next was lower 
terminal levels, and so forth. There was no need for ary lateral movement, you were already where 
you needed to be to make your connections. You just went up down a level. Connecting was easy, no 
matter where you were going. . a 

_ 13) Itis also a shame that the East Boston street entrance to the airport T station is dirty, ugly, hidden; 

looks like a No man’s land. The stairs are so rusted they look like they will fall down. It’s scary at night. 

This could be one more spot a shuttle bus turn around for pickup and dropoff, but right now it’s an eyesore. 


Summary: 
1) Logan is already at or past reasonable traffic capacity, at peak hours. We need to lighten its lead. 
2) ‘To move more traffic more efficiently, peak traffic loads need to be shared in an smart way with other 


regional airports 


3) The other regional airports are underutilized. 

4) New ways of increasing air traffic at Logan are useless, as long as its connecting gr ground transportation 
is gridiocked. eg 

5) Anew runway alone, is a hopelessly insufficient answer to moving people in and out of Logan and the 

region. No plan can work, unless it is integrated into a complete transportation plan. 

6) Acomplete plan, a workable plan, will focus not just on landing afew more planes, but on how to 

move people through the WHOLE transportation system—in the air, in the terminals, on the ground, on 

the water, and on trains and busess—until they get to their destination. Putting a few more planes, into 

an already overcrowded situation, is not an answer. 


I would ask that MassPort go back to the drawing board, and do some more homework on this. The current 
plan just doesn’t cut it. 


Thank you for listening. 
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RECEIVED 
APR 27 2001 


Robert Durand | M EP 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs ? x 
251 Causeway Street : 4 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 


Re: Draft report, Runway 14/82, EOEA 10458 
Dear Mr. Durand: . 


| must say after reading the environmental report for 14/32, one could be thoroughly 
confused. My congratulations to the spin doctors that Massport have employed. They 
have done a goad job of distorting the issues. | hope you and your staff will not be 
politically influenced, because after so many years the stars are lined up in order, of 
Republican Governor, Republican President. These socially corrupt individuals, (money is 
king and people be damned). | refer to the worst case scenario, if a person contracted 
cancer every time a plane took off or landed, no operation would change at Logan. 


The air is down right filthy and poisonous. The ocean is their toilet for their jet fuel 
discharges. Being that you are familiar with their poisonous discharges, please not another 
Woburn scenario here. Their faults are many, you know it, and don’t admit 10-years later 
that you were amiss. Lasily their reference to the Emerald Necklace, what arrogance and 
ignorance after having destroyed Wood Island Park, the best park in the chain. Olmstead 
would be appalled. | . 


Yours for a healthier environment, 


George Barisano 

436 Pleasant Street 

Winthrop, Massachusetts 

Runway 22L abutter for over 30 years 


ce: Arthur Pugsley 
John C. Silva 
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DIANNE M. CANAVAN 
3 WOODSIDE PARK 
WINTHROP, MA 02152 
(617) 846-9197 


May 7, 2001 


John C. Silva | 
Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01830 


RE: SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIS/FINAL EIR -EOQEA NO. 10468 
LOGAN AIRSIDE IMPROVEMENT PLANNING PROJECT 


Dear Mr. Silva, 


| am writing to comment on the Supplemental Draft EIS/Final EIR (EQEA NO. 
10458) submitted by Massport as a purported “Logan Airside Improvement Planning 
Project”. 


According to Massport although the proposed runway is unidirectional, this 
faucet of the plan does not appear to be cast in stone, but rather may be amended or 
_ modified at the whim or pleasure of Massport. A modification for a use other than 
unidirectional will increase the annual number of flights in excess of the seventy five 
thousand (75,000) proposed by Massport. The fact that an amendment or modification 
to the proposed unidirectional use may occur is not acceptable to me as a resident of 
the Town of Winthrop. It is especially disconcerting in light of the fact that Massport 
frequently allows aircraft to land in the late evening and early morning hours despite 
the fact that air travel during these particular hours is not permitted. As recently as last 
night at 2:45 a.m, | was awakened by air traffic at Logan Airport. 


The addition of a runway will adversely impact Winthrop residents with 
increased noise pollution, traffic, water pollution, air pollution and serve to further the 
increase risk of adverse health impacts including increased risk of cancer, lung 
disease, and hearing loss for residents of Winthrop. The creation of the additional 
runway even if Massport were to keep the runway as unidirectional will have 
additional severe and detrimental impacts on the health and welfare of the citizens of 
Winthrop. Poor planning at other regional based airports, failure to implement 
residential flights into and out of Hanscom, poor utilization of current systems, and 


war 09 2001 


poor management are not legitimate reasons to over-burden the citizens of the Town 
of Wirithrop and do not justify the increased adverse impacts created by this plan. 


Massport concedes that the creation of this runway will result in an increase in 
the number of flights into and out of Logan and an increase in the number of over the 
water flights. Although the purpose of the runway is to eliminate delays primarily due 
to the weather, that purpose will not in fact be accomplished by this plan. In fact delays 
will still exist at Logan until such time as the plan address the diverting of additional 
flights to other regional airports. This creates a drastic increase rather than elimination 
of the noise problem already existing for Winthrop residents. _Massport admits that 
the aircraft will now fly over the water. In the process of flying over the water, the 
sound waves transmitted will bounce off of the ocean and the noise levels will in fact 
be amplified, not reduced as alleged by Massport. 


As a resident of Winthrop the 1.5 dB level declared to be significant by the FAA 
is in my opinion too low. The significant impact of the noise pollution for residents of 
the Town of Winthrop, is more properly established by dealing with the problems 
created by the noise. The soundproofing solution discussed in Massport’s report has 
not been implemented for all persons who have been eligible and have been forced to 
suffer the effects of Logan’s pollution without any relief. Yet, even if the soundproofing 
services were to be provided, it is significant that the soundproofing “solution” although 
an admirable start is not a solution to the problems posed. 


The soundproofing “solution” does not address the noise issues for an 
individual while out of doors, when a person wants to open a window in the summer 
months, or when a person wants to conduct a telephone conversation. It may not 
seem significant to the FAA or Massport that citizens of Winthrop frequently have to 
suspend a telephone conversation, that neighbors attempting to conduct a 
conversation have to suspend their discussion, or that children playing outdoors are 
unable to hear while the planes pass through the area, but to those citizens and 
children subjected to the noise pollution on a daily basis through no fauit of their own, 
the impact is severe, detrimental and significant. These adverse impacts have not 
been addressed and present grave concerns for the health and welfare of inhabitants 
of Winthrop. 


The Boston Harbor area in Winthrop was at one time unsafe and the aquatic 
organisms were placed at risk. This pollution created health risks for persons who 
swam in the waters, swallowed the water and at times those who ate the fish in the 
Harbor. Needless to say residents of the Town of Winthrop were placed at risk. 
Boston Harbor has recently been cleaned due to the hazardous condition and health 
risks posed. Yet despite this work to bring the Harbor into compliance, the creation of 
the runway would increase pollution in the area. The creation of the runway will result 
in water pollution to the Harbor from fuel and other environmental hazards. This water 
pollution that will adversely impact the residents of Winthrop. The increase in the 
number and frequency of flights will result in a continuous noise pollution and an 


increase in the air pollution in Winthrop. As a result the type of noise pollution to the 
surrounding communities may be different than at present, but it shall surely be 
increased in frequency and duration under the new proposed plan of Massport. 


The allegation that minority communities are not impacted by the change is not 
accurate. Clearly by creating a pool of potentially impacted communities which 
eliminates communities actually impacted such as Dorchester, Chelsea, East Boston , 
Revere, and sections of Winthrop and South Boston, the premise utilized to obtain 
Massport’s desired conclusion is flawed. The inaccurate conclusion asserted by 
Massport is further skewed when the % comparison is determined by another 
comparison which has no causal connection. Suffice to say, the residents of 
communities which shall continue to be adversely impacted by any airport expansion 
do include low income and minority populations. Additionally, the adverse 
construction impacts will again be borne by neighboring communities including the 
Town of Winthrop. 


The noise pollution, air pollution and traffic impacts already existent justify 
Massport assistance to neighboring communities such as Winthrop which has borne 
the brunt of these adverse impacts. There needs to be a well-established and forward 
thinking pian which protects communities surrounding Logan Airport from any further 
environmentally intrusive exposure. 


| am strongly opposed to the proposed construction of the new runway at Logan 
Airport. The detrimental impact to the densely populated neighboring communities is 
not justified. Other means which incorporate the health and welfare of residents in 
affected communities need to be investigated, including but not limited to, the seeking 
of an alternative sight for additional airport expansion other than at Logan and the 
implementation of full scale expansion of regional area airports such as additional 
flights at Hanscom and not merely commercial flights. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 


Sincerely, 


fren One 
Dianne M. Canavan 
Cc: Senator Edward Kennedy 


Senator John Kerry 
Representative Edward J. Markey 
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Letter 306 ae | 


TO. 
| ee 25,2001, evening of 
the Radisson Hotel hearing in Boston 
Nowa My 4 
“To When it th 


| have not heard that the proposed (7) 
runway 14 /32 would NOT increase the 
number of flights arriving ator departing 
from Logan. It would, supposedly, reduce 
weather related delays. If it were. not tied 
to airport expansion perhaps Logan’s 
“neighbors could accept it. 


These two letters that appeared i in’ 
today’s Globe, | feel, summarize very well 
the views of the proponents and 
opponents of the proposed runway | 
construction - The botiom line versus the 
health and well-being issues. 


| do not feel that the héalth issues have 
been adequately addressed. - as 
expressed so well in the second letter. 


Civilized societies interested in the 
health and well-being of their citizens do 
not locate airports in the middle of 
densely populated urban areas 10 
minutes via ground transportation to 

convention and exhibition centers. 
Notice the location of the airports in 
London, New York, Paris, and 
Washington ,D.C. 


Sincerely yours, 
ae 
oF MW 


Ms. Lee N. Fich 
152 Shirley St.(Box 43) 
Winthrop, MA.02152 


“Y am not nant so 
Vist Weied Ua in NOISES dy iZ, 


est Ata { hoa #7 al PrAAam Ya. ak WN 


“yy OK V0 €YVI1S 3 7 UVLO 


NkhhIen. <o man V 
PoOopke, Vsyo Ayre Crneborreaek SQ 0u 5 


Jckp wes J102B barns hick, » C. CUM 
Cann ov con LULU » Ay he Le Yn Qe 
Zé woe emis L0 - / wait Ua 


et dared Wits s So ; 


Orky Yor foo Saul bor pihkco 0 Huy 
(Pt nic tthe ) tee norAvildo ze. CO 
/ fag ic, WA WE ee ny /B 


S bor ( ida 
Roun ob Poy ic. ) FO C OnotTU Cr a PUAN 


7 = Mage. MU Apr 
i ronlle > TIA - isles Out (Pre 


~~, 


TINTIE 


oro VN 


Letter 307 


PA 05-07-01 PO3:47 IN NS 
S eo 


MAY. 8 2008 . 

_ Mig § LA d / 
MERA Jlo Ghorntion Ghd 
Panttish, Ua, 22/52 


yy SOP PO. PO, a Lifes Onbt 


or a Zo Birrway ofa me gue Giant 
J, A, LL, ° 


y Letter 308 
V May of of 00/ 


Seexe Ta 8 4 oF LEpylrolrn ental AEF aIrS 
AIT CATO ME PA OF Flee | 
foe. {Pr TRUK Yves Je. Ay -£@ £4 No. SDYSE EF 
L0/ Causeway Steer 
£30870", WA 02/14 


PgR 


/, oom e- cS /otaTadl SESS Than ON f90] fae. 
ioe DEM Tae Oe, Kenday 9 -£7 Weer ly unter Thess 
e119 BT LOFT 4. Tars SEOLATIAD ake provides P77 €.. 
mie a Age V/E2EL 0F THe B/S / WLC 2 SrATI2 AS 
QF OPASL? ft COT TF. IF pk. 
eee hi Roe PDH , fae ce LackrovAd 

44 V6 RAK EC. The $2 f{/2Lt) 1 7 
ME LE O47 ae Jat SIa7s SEL LIT~ CE. EE ee 
Svmuary ). | 
Fa gel 2-35 (PKAS) | 
TAREE 18770 tRE0D/1 0 Fu errors by THe 
LS Aan LUNS Try bvT el TRE: (12 P4077 OF 
410182. and pellerien. ( Kvn way P49 TS ROW harps pes 
JE POUPS a Wag, 7 days a Wee). | ii . 
\ 4 ge 19-21 (Maps : | ; 
Stews poy Hotse and approxtimalaly 30 0- 
WO Ne/GhOorga freuses. Cbwu/T Leng before 


| af 
LOGGH fii-por TT) GS OP B44 SPACE. 
Frage 16 and others . 
Non bers o 6 peeple CxDosSe Yd TO SIOVGE. 
gna Pos/y 71 er 02 TA backs oF Fewer péoPle. 
7Aé FAA and MassporT Showll Le peminded 
That This 7s sT1l/ The Lip/Tad STATzZ s OE PIIZS1CA 
and The (4 Ta LorendmentC 4Gva/ FroTe2770/1) 
has oT 2een repealed. ~ | a 
Fages 19-27 _ 
Nose Jevels aT by MOUs8e GS-2. LETLIEES BS OE 
a Jos DE a7? Loh Arriva /s ara LDeParJurecs. 7 ney 
Qre feTThe. 65 Te Fo Llatimed b Jags Perr, 
Av. hinTon C/airas poniay 47 Depo” WO ne 
SovTh Sos7on | Gre QT “4 _ Z Brsagree, 3./7z 
woulda be 0./0ser- Tb Lacrea /. 
Ms SS vehing han QFTEN feFers 72 TA 
planes, ions bale 5 dsagree, N03 T Je7s S71 


pred ae SI OSG R- 22/5 Vs TAZ. SO gh a GO Do 
Jevel and mang are ever /o0 2&8. Wer My Hause 


As always /as3 PorT @.f1ar 7s Fercenlages 
Maps Bnd. GIATEM eRe are prisleading and 
deaepTive aT b@8T. 1h 17S ON g01D9 gves7- Te 


expand Logan (lit por7, | 


YIECTEeGI7 


core | 
L£dward Lowney , 
84) Shire 7. 

Ltn TA FOP MA De? / Feb 


FAA 


ON Letter 309 


Ruth G. and Harvey A. Maibor 
33 Court Road 
Winthrop, Massachusetts 02152-2309 
Tuesday, June 05, 2001 


JUN 0 7 2003 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs John C. Silva 

Attention: MEPA Office Manager, Environmental Programs 
Mr. Arthur Pugsley — EOEA No. 10458 Airports Division, ANE-600 

251 Causeway Street New England Region 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 12 New England Executive Park 


Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Sirs: 


Enclosed you will find a video which was produced in the town of Winthrop, 
Massachusetts in partial response to the Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project Final EIR (for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts) and Supplemental 
Draft EIS (for the Federal Aviation Administration). This video is an unedited 
recording of a number of Winthrop citizens who chose this media to voice their 
concerns about the proposed project. The video was recorded on Wednesday, 
May 30, 2001. We expect that these comments will be incorporated into the 
aforementioned documents. 


In addition to the comments contained therein, I would like to add the following: 
Some years ago Massport entered into a mitigation agreement that required that 
the number of aircraft allowed on a taxiway at any given time, including the one 
preparing for takeoff, be limited to five. Subsequently that agreement became 
codified into Massachusetts’s regulations. If you will look carefully at the first 
several minutes of the enclosed video you will easily see that there are eleven 
aircraft on the taxiway! This video was taken on Memorial Day, May 28, 2001. 


This suggests that not only does Massport disregard its own agreements but also 
it flagrantly disregards our laws and regulations. This conclusion can only foster 
mistrust in the content of their presentation in support of this project. 


A health study has begun in the communities within a five-mile radius of Logan 
in response to the frightening findings contained in the Winthrop Health Study 
released two years ago. There is ample evidence that the current level of 
operations at Logan Airport is making people ill. In light of these events, it 
would be both unconscionable and financially foolhardy to proceed with any 
increase in capacity at Logan before the results of the state study are known. It 


is quite likely that those results will not only provide ample evidence that there 
can be no expansion at Logan but that in fact a reduction in operations will be 
mandated by the health impact. 


We (all of us, both proponents and opponents) have been guaranteed the right 
to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Massport and Logan Airport are 
preventing our realization of those guarantees by negatively impacting its near 
neighbors. I respectfully ask you to consider all of these as you ponder the 
advisability of Massport’s proposed expansion plan. 


Comments on Town of Winthrop Videotape 
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Enclosure in Letter 230 from Harvey A. Maibor 


Speaker Name (As Understood) 
_ Bob Masseau 
2 Doris Morockfer 
3 Bill Rodes 
4 Shirley Street 
5 Joshua Aranov (Letter 228) 
6&/ Beatrice Stern & Steven Anzoni 
8 Ed Dumser 
9 Ellen Corwitz 
10 (Inaudible) 
11 Eleanor Olivolo 
12 Mr. Collins 
13 & 14 Connie C. Pike and Susan Mason 
15 Connell Foley 
16 Matt Rodes 
17 (Inaudible) 
18 Andrew Rodes 
19 John Vitagliano 
20 Ron Wayland 
21 Scott McGovern 


Comments by Steven Belin and Christina Gentili 


ss Comments 

K1, R1, U18 | 

2 

U11, G10, S2, S6, K1, K2, O18, T2, B11 
B2, A9, T2 


G1, M1, J3, J5, F5, 112, H3, T2, TS 
K1, A10, C1, M1 

K1, C1 

K1, R1, T2, B2 

K1, T2, JS, AY 

AQ, X1, D1 

A10, C1 

K1, K2, V2, X1, X3 
M1, T2, A10, J5 

2 

K1, K2, A5, L1, D1, M1 


K1, K2, T2 
B8, U15, AY, X3 
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y, 
| \/ 
139 Washington Avenue . 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
(617) 539 — 3478 
June 6, 2001 ening: 
‘Bob Durand, Secretary JUN 8 99 0 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs | eu 
Attention: MEPA Office, Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 MED f. 


Boston, MA 02114 


My comments about the Logan Airside Project come from a background as a 
former consultant, particularly in community and organizational development, who 
usually traveled by air, My mother flew out of the East Boston Airport from 1928. I 
learned to fly a small plane at the former Westboro airport eons ago and wish I had kept it 
up. I was in United Airlines 100,000 Mile Club long before there were Frequent Flier 
miles. Most of my air commuting days were from Melrose, Weston and Winchester, 
before moving to Winthrop where my late husband grew up and from which we sailed. I 
am now a boating writer and have some experience with wind. 


“Public health, noise and other concerns of critics of Logan Airside are certainly 
valid, First, however, are questions about the internal validity of the Proposal; of apparent 
distortions and omissions of the Executive Summary Report. The delay problems are 
disguised as local rather than primarily national. The “strong northwest wind” argument - 
is actually a minor factor. In fact, from the data of more than 50 years of U.S. Weather 
Bureau records for Boston (measured at Logan Airport), frequency mean speed in knots 
as published in the U.S. Coast Pilot 1 do not support the argument, even looking at the 
range of wind direction from 270° to 360/0°. 


The uni-directional runway argument ignores the problems of how more planes 

can depart in “strong northwest winds” if they don’t use RW 32 over land, although 

Figure ES-4 says “Depart 14/ Land 32”. So far as I know, departures must still be made 
into the wind. One part of the longer report did refer to possible flights “over water” up 
the Inner Harbor — surely an exciting view from the Custom House Tower as planes head 
towards Old Ironsides. Or does “over waters of Boston Harbor mean the Inner Harbor - 
over the sailing fleets of Piers Park and the two big private sailing clubs as well as the 
vessels of the marinas, oil tankers and Coast Guard cutters? 


If more planes come in but cannot depart over water, where do they wait, given 
the shortage of space and gates? 


The Airside improvements are not put in the context of Massport’s stated goals of 
Logan International Airport as primarily an international and long-haul airport. If the 
purpose of RW 14/32 is primarily to clear small aircraft from the longer runways, say so! 


EOEA No. 10458 | 2 Martin, June 6, 2001 
Logan Airside Improvements 


If the purpose is to achieve an ‘operation’ every 30 seconds (120/ hour) along 
with projected passenger increases, congestion on the ground with increased traffic 
congestion and pollution will follow, as more planes wait to depart. 


Massport continues to encourage growth of air freight business at Logan, even 
though most of the goods shipped must be trucked past easier highway access to other 
airports. In fact, Pease advertises itself as the International Tradeport, even while 
Massport welcomes an international charter freight carrier who will fly seafood and 
electronics. Of our major seafood ports, Gloucester is time-distancewise closer to Pease; 
New Bedford is closer to Greene. The major electronics firms are in the Route 128 — 495 
belt, again closer to Manchester, Greene or Pease. Promoting Logan as a freight terminal 
will surely add to congestion and delays, as well as creating additional truck emissions in 
the congested Boston area. An immediate way to reduce delays is to ;encoeee freight 
traffic to use other airports. 


Massport’s EIR addresses additional road traffic because of construction of the 
proposed Logan Airways Improvements, but not the long-term impacts of more road 
traffic. More air freight means additional truck emissions in the congested Boston area. 
Route 1A north from Logan as well as roads on both sides of Chelsea Creek are 
increasingly gridlocked not only from passenger car and airport bus traffic, but also from 
freight trucks. 


Massport leased the site of Logan Commerce Park ostensibly for “water- 
dependent uses”, hardly likely in “a first class, 150,000 square foot state-of-the-art multi- 
tenant warehouse/ distribution and office facility anticipated for use of air cargo, truckers, 
freight forwarders, brokers and freight handlers.” (ad, BBJ, 10/1/99, among others). The 
Port people in Massport know perfectly well that the nearby Chelsea Creek shipping is 
entirely fuel, oi! and-bulk minerals, none of which can be stored i in a 150,000 s.f. 
warehouse. 


A corner of the Revere part of Suffolk Downs horse racing track property. was 
under negotiation for similar facilities, until the developer apparently withdrew because 
of the delays in building Runway 14/32. Meanwhile, owners of every scrap of available 
land north of Logan not suitable for hotels and such are looking for air freight support 
construction. 


The politics of Environmental Justice did not apply when Fort Devens, the South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station and Pease Airbase were all rejected for major airport 
development because area residents did not want an airport. Yet all had space farther 
_ removed from homes than Logan. South Weymouth, for example, had heavy-duty 
runways, a control tower, modern radar landing systems, mange and office buildings, 
almost entirely surrounded by a forest barrier. 


The future of air travel as well as the shipping future of -Massport’ S port 
operations are ignored. Do we want more aircraft lower over the main shipping channel 


- EOEANo. 10458 =e Martin, June 6, 2001 
Logan Airside Improvements 


as they approach R32 over water, and only a quarter nautical mile from the end of the 
runway (compared with about half'a mile away from RW27)? Air traffic must be halted 
now for natural gas ships, Old Ironsides, and some U.S. Navy vessels. The downbursts 
from engines are already a hazard for small craft. Has the impact on shipping been 
evaluated? Particularly as larger, faster ships arrive on the ways and are being enticed to 
Boston. : 


Larger airships and small, light private jets are both in the pipeline. The 
centerfield taxiway might preclude the new airships from RWs 22L and 22R. Commuter 
jets should be encouraged to use the many small airfields in the region (before they are all 
converted to housing and office parks). 


Massport’s recognition of the overdue arrival of high-speed rail is late, but 
commendable. The planners, however, do not yet incorporate it as a major way of — 
reducing airport congestion and delays. 


The importance of the unaddressed questions of public health is finally being 
recognized, but largely in spite of Massport. Although noise is addressed in the study, the 
related problem of sideline vibrations is not. Given that the arc from the Winthrop end of 
R27 to my home is about the same as from the end of proposed R14 to South Boston, 
what will be the impact of the increased vibration on those buildings constructed on soft 
mud fill? though I assume the new Moakley Federal Courthouse is constructed to 
earthquake standards.) At least my home is not on filled land. Even so, I have long-term 
concems about structural cracks that. may develop, though I’ve met the short-term 
problems of items falling off shelves by having some cupboards with doors that close 
securely through-bolted into the studs. Have South Boston developers and home owners 
(along with Charlestown, if R32 is used for departures into the northwest wind) been 

alerted to problems of sideline vibrations? | . 


. Runway 14/32 as a dedicated tool for small, quieter long-range jets might have a 
role, but that is not what is being proposed. Logan Airside Improvements Planning 
Project gives the impresssion of trying to fit the data to a preconceived need. Back to the 
drawing boards! 

Sincerely yours, 


I, ae cae 


(Dr. Anita L. Martin) 


z Letter 312 


. arciivel 
war 3 6 2001 


3/28/01 


Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
Attention : Mr. Arthur Pugsley] 
EOEA 

251 Causway Street 

Bostson, MA 02114 


Sir: 


Twenty years ago the building of a new runway at Logan Airport was blocked 
through the efforts of the the residents of East Boston, Winthrop and other 
communities. Environmental problems, health hazards and noise were all cited as 
reasons to prevent the building of the runway. 


You have had twenty years to find an alternative plan. You have failed totally. 
Your new plan creates far more serious health hazards. low landing patterns, 
increased noxious fumes (nitrous oxide) and more noise. While you say that the 
additional runway will help some: coummunities, you fail to explain that the runway 
is useful only under certain conditions. 


You are trying to slip in a taxiway which will increase the number of planes sitting 
at the ready. This will impact the health of the citizens of Winthrop and East 
Boston. A Winthrop study already shows increased mortality from lung disease, It 
does not address morbidity statistics as an upcoming State study will do. 


You cite passengers’ interests, but fail to consider the airport’s neighbors. I dare 
say that any one of these passengers who dares to complain about delays would also 
resist expanding an airport if it were near where he/she lives. The Bedford MA 
airport is a perfect example of this attitude. “Not in my backyard” is their battle 


cry. 


At the same time, these same passengers do not complain about long transports to 
and from airports in other cities which were built outside other cities in order to_ 
avoid congestion, health hazards and sufficiently large enough to grow with 
increased demand. 


In short, you have failed all of your passengers. While your collective heads were in 
the sand, times have changed. All you have come up with is twenty year old 
uggestions. They must not be rolled 


3 Seal Harbor Road, . #536 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


Letter 313 


John C. Silva 
41 B 
Manager, Envirnmental Programs er aa ee 
f 


Airports Division ANE -600 

New England Region Pa eae 
12 New England Ececutive Park 

Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


I am writing in regard to the Logan Airside Improvement Planning 
Project. We have a serious envirnmental problem here in Winthrop 
concerning emissions and noise pollution from Logan Airport. 


I am requesting the F.A.A. not to approve this project for obvious 
health reasons. I have lived in this area for over 60 years, and have 
seen and heard the problem get worse every year. 


What we need is a fair distribution of both air and ground traffic. The 
ground traffic is due to all the vehicles that travel to and from the 
airport. At peak times we sometimes can have 2 to 3 planes roaring over 
our homes per minute. This can last as long as 5 to 6 hours at a time. I 
have called the noise abatement office many times, and the only response 
I receive back is," you were affected by take offs and landings on runway 
4-R due to high air traffic, and th F.A.A. has been notified." 

This interferes with our quality of life, like our sleep, our talking 

on the telephone, or even trying to watch a news cast is impossible at 
times. 


Massport has identified components in the area as carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
oxide, acetone, formaldehyde, phenol, and propane. The Winthrop Respiratory 
& health Study showed a higher rate of cancers, and respiratory diseases 
closer to the airport. 


We are facing a real health hazard which will grow with more flights, 
more passengers, and more expansions. 


Please consider the residents who live near this airport, and do not 
approve this project. 


Thank you, 


MAY 22 2001 
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Letter 315 


Judith M Puopolo. 
/ 19 Neptune Ave. 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


June 4, 2001 


Secretary Robert Durand | 

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs Department 

Attn: MEPA Office | | 
Arthur Pugsley, EOEA No. 10458 wa = § 2001 


SUN 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 | wean 
Dear Sir: 


Tam writing in regard to EOEA# 10458, which refers to the request for an 


additional runway at Logan Airport. 


I do not believe another runway is the way to go to relieve delays at Logan. 
I see the problem as over scheduling by the airlines. 
There are too many flights scheduled at the same times. 
When there is a delay at another airport this will affect 
flights at Logan and will result in delays so how will 
another runway help? 


I had lived in East Boston from 1941 until 1989 and then 
moved to Winthrop. 


People who do not live next to the airport have no idea 

of the impact the noise and pollution have on body and 
mind. For instance the other night lying in bed ready to go to sleep, I heard 
in the distance the motor of a plane approaching. Immediately my body 
started to tense and my heart to race. The relaxed feeling I had was gone 
and was replaced by anger. It just seems so unjust that we must bear the 
brunt of all of this activity at Logan. Please be fair when weighing your 
decision. Remember,there are people who are suffering with the constant 
noise and pollution and it isn't just the planes overhead. The ground noise 
causes the houses to shake and it is deafening. ; 


Si ae 


Judith M. picsols * 


ec ee &@& 8 @ @ @ @ @ 8 #@ @ @ @ @ @ © # @ e@© &@® © © @' @ 


\ Att 
joie pth 
<b he Pas 4 (r ‘ . 


Letter 316 


April 20, 2001 
35 Lowell Road 
Winthrop, MA 02152 


Secretary Robert Durand 

Mass. Environmental Affairs Dept. 
100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, MA 02201 


Dear Secretary Durand: 


lam working on Wednesday, April 25th, and will be unable to attend the public 
hearing regarding the proposal to build Runway 14/32 at Logan International 
Airport. Iam concerned, however, about the aircraft volumn and the air and 
noise pollution that directly affect me, my family, and neighbors both here in 
Winthrop and surrounding communities. I strongly feel that Runway 14/32 is 
just a band-aid approach to an air traffic problem that affects not just the 
Boston area but the nation as a whole. 


Aircraft volume is a major concern of mine. I travel back and forth to see my 
family in Pittsburgh, PA at least twice a year. I might also take one other trip 
a year. We keep hearing of “near misses” of one airplane nearly hitting 
another. I walk Winthrop Shore Drive on occasion with my friends. Ona 
really busy night, we have seen up to six (6) airplanes in holding position 
waiting to land at Logan. Airplane volumn is a scary issue here and 
nationwide. 


I’m also anxious to see the results of the Dept. of Public Health report. I know 
of several people in Winthrop and East Boston who have died of cancer or are 
currently plagued with diseases such as lupus or chronic asthma. Both of my 
children have mild asthma. My son’s asthma was life-threatening at one time 
but has improved greatly. Still, one has to wonder about what foreign 
elements blanket our Winthrop and East and South Boston skies. 


Relative to noise pollution, Massport should soundproof the entire town of 
Winthop and a large portion of East Boston. The soundproofing that Massport 
did on our house has been helpful except for the summer when we open our 
windows. 


Runway 14/32 is not the answer here. I’m happy there’s a push to use 
Worcester, Providence, and Manchester airports. But another Boston regional 
airport may have to be built. Adding another runway is not going to positively 
impact the volume and air/noise pollution problems. If anything, it will 
exacerbate the currently unhealthy situation relative to volume, air, and 
noise. 


Secretary Durand, I hope that you will consider the points raised in this letter 
before launching another runway effort. Thank you for your consideration. 


Yours truly, : 
R : ee ee 
opens f, ge. - FOR a 


Donna Segreti Reilly 


MAY 3.0 St 


Letter 317 Matt Rodes 


YA Eda e hi || R 
FAA , Winthrop, MA 02157 
bo-S-o| 


John C. Silva-Manager, Environmental Program 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 

Burlington, MA, 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva, 

My name is Matt Rodes. I am a 13 year old resident of 
Winthrop. I live very close to Logan International Airport. As 
you know, Massport would like to build a sixth runway, 14/32. 
They say this will help reduce delays. Enenthough they say 
this, all it will do is add more noise, air pollution and planes. 
After runway 14/32 is built, there will still be delays. But there 
will be even more flights flying in and out every minute. With 
these flights there will be more pollution and noise. 


Every day if I go outside to play or to the park or even 
when I walk to school, I can always hear the airplane engines, 
and see planes landing, taking off and flying overhead. If I go 
to Yirrell Beach, I cannot hear anyone who talks to me 
because of the planes landing and taking off. 


If I go to my best friend's house, which is down Point 
Shirley, all I see is airplane after airplane landing. Sometimes 
I even feel as if I could reach out and touch it. 


Where ever you are in Winthrop, you can hear airplanes 
landing. I was told that the airplanes were not supposed to fly 
over the town. I do not understand why they do. Even at night 
when I am trying to sleep, I hear non-stop noise coming from 
the airport. The house I live in has Massport windows. These 
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windows are supposed to reduce the noise we hear inside the 
house. They do reduce the noise but not by alot, so the planes I 
hear are still loud. 


There is not much space for another runway. Logan 
Airport does not need it, all it will do is add noise and 
pollution to our already noisy and polluted town. All day and 
all night every day of the week all I hear is noise from airplane 
engines. 


Not many airports have five runways. But Logan does, 
and it wants a sixth. I believe Logan should work with what it 
has. Why would we want another runway, with more noise, 
when we cannot even stand the noise we already hear? I love 
Winthrop and would love to live here when I get older, but if 
the airport continues to grow and the town gets more polluted, 
I do not think I will want to. 


Please help us to stop Logan Airport from building 
runway 14/32. Your help would be greatly appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


Matthew Rodes 


Letter 318 


Nancy E. Rodes 

47 Edgehill Road 
Winthrop, MA 02152 
May 9, 2001 


FAA 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


My name is Nancy Rodes. I am 42 years old and have lived in the town of Winthrop, Massachusetts 
_ for 39 years. Iam writing this letter to implore your help. You are our last hope. 


Last evening I went to bed at 11:00 p.m. Iwas awoken at 1:45 a.m. to the sound of airplane 
engines. At 2:30 a.m. I phoned the Noise Abatement Line at Massport to find out the reason for 
this non-stop noise. My call was transferred to an answering machine that asked me to leave a 
message, which I did. I crept back to bed, hoping to sleep, but to no avail. The noise never 
stopped; the engines just kept revving and revving for hours. By 6:00 a.m. this morning, it had 
only gotten worse. At 6:00 a.m. every morning the normal daily flights start taking off at 
approximately 36 sccond intervals.. For what itis-worth, all-this noise was happening with my. 
“Massport Windows” shut completely and locked. Unfortunately, this is not an uncommon | 
occurrence. 


Imagine for a moment, if you can, that you live in a nice home, in a nice neighborhood, with a lovely 
yard. You work hard at an office all day long and look forward to getting home to enjoy the nice 
spring air. Now imagine your discontent when you discover that your neighbor has a predilection 
for loud nightly parties. Shortly later, you realize the partying never stops. There is loud noise 
right next door 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. What would you do? Most reasonable people would 
probably be able to talk to their neighbor and work out some sort of compromise. 


Now imagine for a moment that you live in Winthrop, East Boston, or Revere. Massport is your 
closest and loudest neighbor. Not only are you barraged with noise from 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m. 
every day, but also suddenly you are being bothered 24 hours a day. Wouldn’t it be nice to sit in 
your yard and have a conversation without being interrupted every 30 seconds by overhead jet 
noise. It is summer and you would love to open your windows and enjoy the fresh air, but there is 
no fresh air, only the smell of jet fumes. Recent health studies have shown that Winthrop residents 
who live in the vicinity of Logan Airport suffer from more respiratory illnesses than your average 
person does. 


What can we do? Our neighbor is not your average reasonable neighbor. They are more 
concerned with the almighty dollar than they are with the average citizen. We can call a hotline 
and leave a message, but it doesn’t stop the noise or the pollution. We can call our politicians; 
many of whom, thankfully, are trying their best to help us, because our neighbor won’t 
compromise, won’t bend, won’t give up. It seems they will not be happy until we just can’t take it 
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anymore and we all pack up and leave. Well, like Logan, we aren’t going anywhere; at least we 
hope we aren’t. 


Iam not a fighter; I am not an antagonist. Iam simply a middle-aged woman trying to live 
peacefully. I understand that I live near an airport, but I don’t understand why that diminishes my 
rights as a human being, and gives Massport the right to totally disrupt my life and the life of 
thousands of others, without any regard or compassion. 


The proposed new runway will not solve Logan Airport’s congestion problems. In the long run, it 
will simply make things worse. Logan is a landlocked airport, renderiag it impossible to truly 
expand. A Band-Aid approach may appease the top officials at Massport, but it won’t make their 
problems go away, their uwn figures state that quite clearly. 


In addition to the runway, Massport is proposing a new centerfield taxiway. If built, this new 
taxiway will completely devastate the Town of Winthrop. Twenty-four hours a day, planes will be 
lined up along the Winthrop harbor shoreline waiting for their turn to take off. Have you any idea © 
what it sounds like when 10-15 planes are lined up, engines revving? One takes off and the 
remaining planes all rev their engines at once to move up in line. Another plane is added to the end. 
of the line and another takes off and the rest rev up again. This situation creates a continuous, non- 
stop noise ~ believe me, I have heard it many times before on those occasions when Massport uses 
certain runway configurations. This situation is only slightly bearable because we know that 
anywhere within one to 48 hours, the configuration will most likely change temporarily. If the new 
taxiway is built, runway configurations will have nothing to do with it, and simply put, Winthrop 
residents will get NO relief ever!! 


Sir, Iam tired and sad and truly don’t know what todo. I implore you ¢o help us. Forget about 


- puiitical gains, forget about financial gains, please, sir, think about the people who have nowhere 


left to turn. 


Very truly yours, 


Marz C Area’ 


Nancy E. Rodes 


MAY 10 200 


Letter 319 


4-21-01 

John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New England Executive Park 
Burlington MA 01803 


I am responding to the Executive Summary of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Final Environmental Impact Report mailed out to some of the community 
of Winthrop MA dated March 15, 2001. The subject of the printed data is a proposal by 
Massport to reconfigure the present structure of Logan Airport. ‘On reading the 
aforementioned, I wish to state my strong objection to the proposal based on serious 
environmental issues. 


Ts The first problem area is that of the PRESENT, TOXIC AND DISEASE 
AND SYMPTOM -PRODUCING LEVELS OF OPERATION at this 
airfield. It has been estimated that the present air and land traffic on Logan 
field prduces 50,000 lbs.of petrochemical pollution per day. I think this is a 
very low estimate of the NOC and VOC levels produced per day. Also, the 
exhaust of jet engines facing toward Winthrop and the surrounding area(s) 
contains an unestimated ‘level.of fine-particulate matter. (2.5 mm. and lower) 
that is small enough tobe: blown across our. local, community. and inhaled into 
the lower respiratory tree of the resident population. A.. STUDY of levels of 
respiratory disease and symptoms was conducted in Winthrop i in Spring, 1999 
by a grass-roots group of citizens under the auspices of the Winthrop Board of 
Health and with the direction of Dr. Brian Dumser, a citizen with an 
Industrial Hygienist background. (See the actual study on web site: 
airhealthwatch.com). The study demonstrates the implications of the 
symptom and disease-producing effects of living within 500 yards of an 
airport whose wish is to increase the present level of operations per day TO 
MAKE THE AIRPORT MORE EFFICIENT FOR TRAVELLERS; whose 
wish is to develop a centerfield taxiway with jet engines even more directly 
pointed at the adults and children of Winthrop. Massport has said that they 
will scale back the “pollution per day” to the 1999 level of toxicity - -- What 
kind of solution is this? I am sure that the respiratory effects/ disease 
experienced in that year (in which the survey was done) greatly reflects how 
poorly that solution will solve the problem. Massport proposes to use new 
and more pollution-controlling ground vehicles, but that is hardly a solution to 
the toxic, disease and symptom-producing causation which is the volume of — 

jet traffic both on the airfield, upon: take-off (which 1 is where the most fuel i is 
burned at a nents ee of heat eOOne massive amounts of pollution), and’ 


“Aaa, as 


during actual low-level flight directly over our town which occurs on a daily 
basis. 


The second problem area is the NOISE LEVEL! At the present level of 
operations, the constant level of noise is FAR HIGHER THAN 65 
DECIBELS. The maps of noise impact that Massport has included in their 
reports is, again , a lower level than the actual noise of operations that they 
have stated. Their “modeling” of noise levels is always extremely low and is 
diluted over a 24 hour period rather than capturing the noise impact of even 
one flight from these existing runways. Flights taking off on runways 22R 
and 22L are not using the runways as prescribed which is to avoid flying 
directly over the center of town. These flights immediately swing East and 
over the body of the residents of the town. The prescription is that they 
continue Northeast and over the causeway (and ocean) of Nahant. This 
pattern is not being followed by the airlines. The other runways that directly 
affect us are runways 27 and 33L. If noise impact was correctly measured / 
monitored in Winthrop it would be very evident that the levels are much 
higher than even 110 decibels especially during take-offs. Another area that 
is much louder than 65 decibels is when jet engines use their retro thrusters on 
the airfield. Another area of disturbance is when the jet engines “rev” up 
their engines at the bottom of the runways — this causes both noise and an 
extreme amount of pollution to be spewed into the town. Logan has a 
“NOISE COMPLAINT” line where someone answers, takes your name and 
a brief statement of the complaint and sends you a copy in the mail. A report 
is sent out that simply states “ you are affected by operations on runway 

. The wind direction was . Operations on that runway ceased at 

. (This is an ineffective method utilized to allow the 


Another problem area is that there is NO CAP ON HOURS OF AIRPORT 
OPERATION. This means that the regular flights per day begin at 5:50 AM 
with the “revving up of engines” that then idle on the field until take-off and 
extends until 12:30 AM. Along with this we have the 1:30 and 3:30 take-offs 
or landings of freighters. The PRESENT, APPROXIMATE AMOUNT 
OF SLEEP OF THE RESIDENTS HERE IS 4 TO 5 HOURS PER 
NIGHT. Is it any wonder that we do not look kindly on our closest and most 
powerful neighbor. 


If runway 14/32 is built, there will be further increase in flights per hour and 
the accompanying centerfield taxiway will spew greater amounts of pollution 
toward our town than happens now. IF THE APPROACH MINIMUMS 
ARE LOWERED WE ARE ALSO IN MORE GRAVE DANGER FROM 
AIRCRAFT MISHAPS. Right now we have many “NEAR MISSES” that 
are not publicized and, perhaps, not even recorded. What Massport proposes 
as a unidirectional runway will not be maintained as such but will be used at 
the whims of the air traffic controllers (with a FINE if they need to use it 
otherwise, as already stated in a public forum held in East Boston). Will a 


fine protect the citizens impacted by increased operations per hour. A fine to 
the Massport organization is a mere token; misuse to the citizens is life- 
impacting and unacceptable. 


In conclusion, I strongly urge you not to allow Massport to continue to escalate the 
number of operations per hour per 24 hours a day for the CONVENIENCE OF 
THE TRAVELLER. Massport has only made a token effort to utilize the other 
airports in Massachusetts: Worcester and Hanscom. They tell travelers to use New 
Hampshire and Rhode Island airports which the traveler may not chose to do AND 
MASSPORT CONTINUES TO IMPACT AND DEMORALIZE THE 
RESIDENTS. Who will look out for our towns in the cause of all of the small 
“Davids” against the “Goliath” of Massport . THE CITIZENRY HAS THE RIGHT | 
TO LIBERTY, PEACE & TRANQUILITY, AND THE PURSUIT OF | 
HAPPINESS and we look toward you to safeguard our environment and our 
families in the face of an overbearing monopoly that does not have our safety and 
what is right and just in mind with this proposal to “improve” Logan Airport. 


Sincerely, 


DALE 


ith A. Silck, MS,RN,CS 

23 Buchanan St. 

Winthrop MA 02152 

“Grass roots” member of the Environmental Health Committee, Winthrop MA 
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Letter 323 


@ffices (617) 846-7550 
Lats Offices Sax (617) 846-8203 
21 PAauline Street 


Winthrop, MA 02152 


John G. Tardif, Laguire 
Attorney at Dats 


May 22, 2001 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

12 New Engiand Executive Park 
Burlington, MA 01803 


Re: Opposition to Runway 1432 
Proposed by the Massachusetts Port Authority 


Dear Mr. Silva: 


Kindly hereby stand on notice, that my office opposes the construction of 
Runway 1432 at Logan International Airport. 


- Reasons for such opposition include extremely adverse environmental 
impact and a proliferation of noise, coupled with the shameful disregard 
of health deterioration statistics -- all compounding a grievous loss to 
abutting communities’ loss of quality of life. 


In addition to my opposition, be further informed that as a representative 
of CARE (Communities Against Runway Expansion) and in further 
affiliation, and under the auspices of the Winthrop Airport Hazards 
Committee, a Warrant Article was presented to the annual Winthrop Town 
Meeting in 1999 and on May 27, 1999, hundreds of elected members to the 
Winthrop Town Meeting, voted unanimously to adopt the "Resolution on 
Quality of Life" (copy enclosed). 


The Resolution voted for and authorized Winthrop leaders and selectmen, 
to exercise every diligence and legal opposition to further runway 
expansion and the unfair increased harm to the Quality of Life of Winthrop 
townspeople and citizens of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


MAY 23 2004 


Mr. John C. Silva 

Manager, Environmental Programs 
Airports Division, ANE-600 

New England Region 

May 22, 2001 

Page 2 


Massport has consistently demonstrated a wanton disregard for the 
wellbeing of surrounding inhabitants -- all in the pursuit of avarice and 
greed. 


This new runway is an unnecessary aberration and must be denounced and 
rejected. 


Air traffic redistribution via regionalization of passenger of freight 
commerce, must be allowed the opportunity of fruition, before the 
addition of more pavement. | 


Listen to the cries of the people, or suffer the indignation and 
condemnation of alternative redress. 


Trusting in your attention, 


| respectfully remain, 
Professionally yours, 


Enclosures 


JGT/nl 


WARRANT ARTICLE 
1999 TOWN MEETING 
AIRPORT RESOLUTION 


PROPOSED RESOLUTION ON QUALITY OF LIFE: 


PETITION BY THE SELECTNEN 
IN ASSOCIATION WITH 
THE WINTHROP AIRPORT HAZARDS COMMITTEE 


PROPOSITION MANIFEST: 


That Logan International Airport has an immediate, direct, 
contemporaneous and future adverse and detrimental impact, upon 
the lives, safety, wellbeing and destiny of the Town of Winthrop 
and its inhabitants, and that such Airport traffic bears a 
proximate and causal depreciation of reasonable standards of the 
quality of habitation and peaceful co-existence, that requires 
expeditious participatory citizenship by the body politic of the 
Town of Winthrop; to act, with uniformity, determination and moral 
conscience, to alleviate and arrest the oppression of excessive 
use and/or extension of use and operation of Airport facilities, 
flight traffic patterns, including substantial and extreme flight 
proliferation planned by the year 2000 and beyond -- all of which 
create a disproportionate and burdensome consequence on community 


resources, and a trespass upon the public good of the Town of 
Winthrop. 


WHEREAS: Airport officials have Projected 
extreme increase in the use of 
existing airport runways for 
maximizing the greatest numbers of 
takeoffs and landings, by and beyond 
the Year 2000; and 


WHEREAS: : The said use projections shall 
further multiply the transgression 


WHEREAS : 


WHEREAS : 


WHEREAS : 


effects by the proposed building of 
Runway 1432 upon abutting 
neighborhoods of the Town of 
Winthrop, but not limited thereto; 
and | 


The increased noise, danger and 
hazard posed by such rising 
operations of aircraft over and near 
the Town of Winthrop are so severe, 
irreverent and profound, as to alert 


and arouse the collective 
conscientious !n protest, of "We the 
People", afflicted and aggrieved 


thereby; and 


The quality of life, health and 
maintenance of tranquility, in 
furtherance of family life and 
family values, and employing any 
reasonable measure of fairness and 
diversity, warrant and require the 
endorsement of the citizenship, to 
preserve and protect our way of 
life, for our townspeople, our 
children and our coming brethren; 
and 


Research and planning with foresight — 
have disclosed, that regional! 
airports throughout New England 
could and should absorb appropriate 
redistribution of flight landings, 
which would allocate a pro capita 
apportionment of both responsibility | 
and civic obligation, to use 
fairness and democracy in the 
distribution and apportionment of 
air transport and freight commerce; 
and 


WHEREAS: Current operations at Logan Airport 
allow indiscriminate frequency of 
"overflights", as to further imperi | 
the safety and welfare of persons 
and property within the Town of 
Winthrop; and 


WHEREAS: The operating hours or limitations 
under curfew, which currently govern 
FAA operations at Logan 
International Airport are regularly 
violated or abrogated with impunity; 
and 


WHEREAS: A prudent, forthright and concerned 
community, in perseverance. of 
equitable dominion over lifestyle, 
safeguards and environmental! 
reaffirmation, hereby declare the 
foregoing RESOLUTION, as and for the 
Town of Winthrop, with priority 
principle, 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 


That the Town of Winthrop, by its people and officials, do 
hereby ratify and affirm this Quality of Life Resolution and 
heretofore resolve further and Vote as follows -- 


es To Oppose and to exercise every and all reasonable 
diligence in preventing by lawful means, the further growth, 
expansion or extension of runways or land based facilities at 
Logan International Airport; and 
igs To Oppose and exercise every reasonable diligence in 
preventing by lawful means, the further breach or violation of the 
flight operations policy or accord currently in existence, which 
sets forth a time period limitations or nighttime curfew of 
aircraft takeoff and landings and to demand, require and mandate 


strict compliance with said operations limitations or curfew; and 


oY To exercise every reasonable diligence, in obtaining by 
legislative or other lawful means, and by promulgating or 
promoting the institution of policy, restriction, statute, or 
regulation, designating daily flight limits, in and out of Logan 
International Airport, by declaring an Operation Cap on flight 
takeoffs and landings, thereby imposing upon Logan International 
Airport and Nassport, an Operations Proscription Capacity Averment 
of Proliferation (OP/CAP). 
ATTESTED 


TRUE COPY 
BY THE SELECTNEN 
Endorsed by the Winthrop fliirport Hazards Committee and Winthrop 


AIR Activists 


John's Daily/Town/Warrant 


Letter 324 


Ronald V. Vecchia 
187 Winthrop Shore Drive 
Winthrop, MA 62152 


April 25, 2001 _ 


To: Federal Aviation Agency 
Massachusetts Port Authority 
sed Runway 14/32 


Subject: April 25, 2001 Public Hearing on Pro; 


Over 15 years ago, as a member of The Winthrop Board of Selectman, I stood before 
you ata similar hearing pleading my case regarding the negative impacts Logan Airport 
imposes on the citizens of Winthrop and the surrounding communities. Nothing much 
has changed in the insuing years except the size of the airport, the increase in noise and 
now, surfacing more every day, the ill effects you have brought about on the people of 


~ Our communities. 


Preliminary health studies have shown the increased cases of respiratory disease in the — 
citizens living in close proximity to Logan Airport. And now your proposal for a new 
runway would triple air traffic throughout the Boston metro region and drastically 
increase not only air pollution, but noise pollution as well. 


Your final environmental impact statement still ignores the metro region concerns and 
you are claiming the impacts would be smsubstantialand insignificant. it is business 
as usual, aS Our concerns go unheard. 


It is time for The federal Aviation Agency to point the finger at real cause of airline 
traffic delays and that is the airline industry. National news accounts have indicated the 
airlines, as an ongoing practice, not only over book passengers, but now in the name of 
increased profits, overbook the number of flights that can realistically land and take of 
Safely in the span of an hour. 


The people of Winthrop and the neighboring communities have had enough and it now 
time for Massport and the Swift administration to withdraw this irresponsible and 
unnecessary proposal for Runway 14/32. 


Respectfully submitted, 
Ronald V.Vecchia 


Former Selectman, 
Town of Winthrop 


